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obiection ¥o i+ at +rial. T misSed i+ an::/m Attorne z m,_g;ged' M+, Also I have
evidence +hat X have ADHD diegneses since YT was a ‘d, ITf Someone missa
erfror does that makKe a ernor my/rf'aue: ? I Someone don+ get Can/H- Stealing

ightoves?
+he error on Direct A ppeal as plain error and Sernt a Copy to
y +o 'H';c Federal Court. My f‘zth’-*/-o a Falr

r-aph examiners asked meam

does +hat make #
Also x presente
e +I‘IQICOUP+ X -Fauyhv‘ M+ all the wa

Trial /s a Constitvtional my/n‘ ?
This pol 71":2/2/) Tes+ Showed obvious error, The pol|
X aciHizién of Canada and X said  But +he answ r‘ wias Found non deceptive. Bt
itis obviovus I ama citizen of 0. .5‘ ﬁ ? The Jury was

Mislead. Tsthis nota Fair Trial?

I thira obvious error




LIST OF PARTIES |

I,Vi All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

[ ] All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of

all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows:

RELATED CASES

State of Ohio v. Souel

Davbert v. Merril

S+ate of Ohio v. Davis

State of W}/omfnﬂ v. Cullin

Hansen V. Burton

WalKer V. £ingle

Mag!aya V. Wa.f'nwr‘;jh+

McMeans V. Brigane, 228 F. 3d 674, £81 (¢ Cir. 2000)

Franklia y. Rose, 81l F.2d 323, 322,32¢ (6* Cir. 1987)

Mowpin v. Smith, 785 F. 2d 135,138 (£ Cir. 1986)

Shafer v. Wilson, No.C7~3284,364 Fed. Appx qHo, 2010 U.5. App. Lexis 2452, 2010 Wi, 3757.'&{&;&5@% Cin
Feb. 4 2010) . .
Coleman V. Thompson, &ol U.5. 722,750 (1991)

Schmerber V. Colifornia (1966),384 V.5, 757,764

Brecht V., Abrabamson, 507 u.S. 619,637,113 S. C+ 1710,/23 L. kd. 2d 353 (1993)

O'neal Vo Mc Aninch 513 U.S. 432,436,115 S.C+ 992,130 L.£d. 2d 947 (1995)

Cooper V- Sowders 837 F 2d 28‘-!/287 (6th Cir. 1988)

stateof Wyomiag v.Cullin (wyo.1977), 565 P. 2d 445

United states v. Ridling(E.D.Mich1972) 350 F. Supp.90.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

OPINIONS BELOW.......cociiriictiintinsit e cesenn e sessns s s sesee st s s s enesansanans 1

JURISDICTION.....comiiiiiiit ittt e sb st st rn e sre b e r e 2

CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED .........ccooveeicnccrnernene. 3

STATEMENT OF THE CASE .......oooiiiiiiiniciiniii e sesnesasssesssasssessmssans H,5,6

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT ..ot reesneessensesesiessenssens 8,7

CONCLUSION......oeiiiiriiiriise st st s e s ee s resenressreess e e nresanassatseansnnasenn 7
INDEX TO APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

APPENDIX B

APPENDIX C

APPENDIX D

APPENDIX E

APPENDIX F

The gpinien of e United States Covrt of Appeals

The Qpinien of the United States district Court

n Lowser Cou

AfFidavi+ offre,vfoogs‘ly Grarted leave + proceed in ﬁrma/oau/perfs



TABLE OF AUTHORITIES CITED

CASES

Stete of Ohio v, Sovel
Davbert V. merrill
S+tate of Chio v. Davis
Stute of Wyoming V. Cullin
Hunsen V. Burton
Walker V. Eng le
Maglaya V. wainwright
McMeans V. Bri 3a/)o,
Frankiin V. Rose
Mavpin V. Smi+h
Shafer V. Wilson
Coleman V. Thompson
Schonerber V. Califrnia
Brecht v. Abrabamson
G'veal V. McAninch
Coopen V. Sowders '
state of Wyerng v.Cullin
united states V. Ridling

STATUTES AND RULES _
Sthand 147 /‘cme/la’m@m‘sof U. 8, Constitviion
& *h Amendment oF 0.8 Cons+ituvrtion
Due process
Fon dam errtal Fairne ss
R,’ﬂh-}— +o Fair Trial

Ohio Evidence Rule T02(c)

OTHER

PAGE NUMBER
7,8
7,8
7,8
7,8
7,8
]

NN

200 00 T S 00 ¥ og G

SN NN

e e

SN



IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

M For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix _#A  to
the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ; Or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix _B  to
the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; OF,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished.

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; or,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the : court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 1 is unpublished. ‘




JURISDICTION

[\/] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case

was fFeb 22 2022

[\G/ No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date)
in Application No. A .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. A .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

E+h and 47 Amendments oF U.S. Constitution
G Amendment of 0.5. Constituvtion
Duve Process

Fundamental Fairness
Bight to Fair Trial

Ohio Evidence Rule To2(c)




JStatements of the Case and Facts

Thiscase furns on fhil'e_d‘ﬁ_mqa%aﬁa_c_/gmm.s;m

Suffeced impeachmernt and a polygraph examinatvon which would

Net stand vp Yo Rule 702 (c) ot +he Qhio Rules of evidence .

This cawure Aegm_q.,z an Zna’fclmgn_ﬁﬁ;qggcgmi&d Murderwiith

aqun Specification and aggravated Robhery. Tt began (withan
indictrment (Tr. at1Y). The matter proceeded *Hwoc//qA VArioUs

Fretriels and ffear‘;ans and everntv ally Culmina ina Jur wa/

Aeg fnn/'nj on If’pr'f/ (4, 2014 C;'r. a+t /.) )

The matter proceeded #rovhled through incesistant +estimeny,
the parties made their arguements- end the matter resvited in

a_quilty verdicton April 21, 2014 (Tr.at 710). The Tury found me

LanprReese guitty afall chgqg.s*. The Court Sentenced me + 33

J ulo’oor'ﬁ'ng_fﬁa Canviction and Sentence . ﬁ‘ e GGavernment relied

/@g&ﬂﬁd&@ggﬂ@@%@@g&ﬁzﬁw,m

Pemga&&é[e_zh,aeg_cbmgm&md_ﬂm_ﬂdﬂ@/: examiner Michael

anr'ed"f'f, S +he Bureau of Coiminal Inve.?ﬁ'/oa#’v‘an.r

Cr. &.tjzargiamg_:_;iz_d_.mg_)__ﬁz. The witness Avran Triplettir

| Testimony wm.s, e.sseatially, was +that me and m ¥
__ lco-dDefendant Frankie Hudson Jr_wsas both Fhe shooters

o

__linthe matter (Tr.at 351 et Sep.). Newer the less Aaron

Triplett’s Té;'?""/'mony was Subdect 4o inmpeachment- on

Mu /7";’9/6 fevels.




Statements of the Case and Facts Continued

Accor‘a//nda to To Trip letts own 7"é..ﬁ‘;'man}/ _he recieved’

Concideratron in the Yorm of immun ’."}’ Lo any Prosecution

involve cl r drug I ron_Thatwere at

izsve . (Tr.at 359-380.). More over Triplet+ made tun

¢ #
INnCo.57 St on 5 ec

20(( date of the Homicide in Jg&&[ag_ﬁgahfa&,_arm_ﬂag_anv
invelvement mem_@aﬂma%@mm%w:

later The Second + Came atdter T iple:

/’m,a//'ca-/-ea/ as the Murderer @n at 35/ ) .

The poly 9’rgpbm:flef' Michae [ Lopresti. of +he Bureau
of Q«fm&zaL'm_zeJ.h‘w"faﬁaa:_(B cx) (Trat 258 et .s‘gg.)

Lofor‘ed‘f‘/‘: wa.s a_)mlygmpl:_edc_ﬁ&tte_d[ia «P‘l‘r;au/a‘t‘ec/

polyfra;ob exammation of me., +hat bemg an examination

l;.//-oeneélv +the. ProSeciurdtion and Defense enter 1nto a Nlao;n-/

Contractas 4o the admﬂ.s*:a,éf/f*f}/ ol the examiaation -

Pa/y 2 ra7ab_gzcam[a atrons b efg%who//}/ inadmissable

(atthout- Tuch an a.jlﬁeemerrl- C/;r. at-272 )

This polygraph, howiever, wsas tar from pertect and

+he ,am-:ecm‘-z’an nexer laid outa Clear Standard +or

Cobat caoould ma e the e xarinadton reliable versus

unreliable, Prior 1o +ender*ma /4 it evidence frb Generally )

Not wuithstand., ag +he ﬁr‘ag,om}a the Conviction and

Senteace Came 4o be  (Supre )




Statements of the Case and facts Continved

Al5s0 (withoutthe errons inthis Polygraph I wuould
17

have been ound n0+guz‘/7‘7/ Just [ ke /YI}/ Co-defendant

Frank/le thodson Jr fo*/' Loound no—f-_clzuf/-l-y on all Chafge&

in_Tune, 2015 . (Co-detendant Frankie tudsen Jrs Trial Te.

Case MNo. 20/3CR82 g)

when I had Counsel Rhys Cartwright - Jenes he appealed

the Tt District court of appeals af Oblo s afFirma+tion and he

appealed to this Courd. fte Filed A‘,eggé_ﬂim;mgcmc&m__.__

0 &umilu_@uw

Octeber 5, 2017 T Filed a Federal Habeas Corpus in Fhe

United states District Cout Northern Disteict of Ohio . T+ woas

a(emzL___Ma\/ 24, 2021,

L Filed a reguest for Certificate of appea lak: //'/'v in_the

united states Court of Appeats Sor the Jixth Circwit . T+ was

denied February 22, 2022,




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

’ / Pox at .
X presented the Constitvtional ermor o e med ;T/fv{;nd the Tury s verdict.

X order to Sat/sfy the fair presentation reguirement a habeas s
presont both the factval and legal mden,m;gfs S Bl ot e oo
000) X Fairly presented my claim in

McMeans V. Brigano, 228 F.3d €74,68/ Ecir. y
rior to mising claims jn the Federal

ﬁzg Stute Courts anie;z did Exhavst remedies p
eas Corpus proceedings and X presented my claim tothe Stute
ater presented in Feal::?;./ Cours. Couvrts under the

Same theory in which | . =
Apetitioner must pre.S‘uﬂc his claims fo Hhe stute Courts as afederal Constitutronal
resernted his claim in Svcha way as +o
‘der

Jssve ! Tn determining whether & petitiones p

alert the State courtsd 1o i+5 federal natvre, a Lederal habeas covrt shovid Consi
whether the petitioner (1) relied on Federal cases employi Con svitvFional analysrs [
5577 (3) Phrased the claim in

(2) relied en State Cases employing Con Sritvtienal anxly
+erms of cons+titutiona] law of irtermsS Sufficientl Particolar fo allege a denial ofa

Spec/fic Cons+i+uvtional n:'9h+,'or () a,//eyed Lacts cwell within +he main Stream oF
Constitvtional law. Franklin v. Rose, Wg 1 F.2d 323, 32-2, 326 (ethCir. 1987) T metall four.
Claim was firl resemnfed as } claim o , resented ” g
'Pelgcfa-/ Con..'s"f'f-f-:/'f);,orfa./ Comfext 7‘% +he f};heﬁwmf'c Caaﬁn;-’:,);a—fm“ c/u’/??' f,ﬁ‘;.”;x”hjw
in State courts and Fuirl presented o the Sstate Court and Fairly presented asa
Federal Constitvtional Iaim o +he State ;Wﬂ'a(e%’ R
Prpipef etits has " > wited his claims, the covrt mus+
zf +he SHate arques a pe .’;%ym;&”ﬁhgm h:f/e#%‘*f-/oqcr‘ hw..’;/_ihdelea/ dcf;/ | +ed
ond if o, whether +he procedural detav H max be excused Mavpin V. Smith, 785 F. 2d 135,
158 (st i 1986) hif d;“';f{ﬁ apply o my CATE" T my Case the State “nevertargued Fhat
';MJO -’ «
;FA' z:c{ +ﬁ: amce i‘;’;gj‘fﬁifvg MJ{;?,GgJa, +he Contemporaneovs = obJection rvle, u/:\.dc(‘ -/-::%L
'/ il not Consider error which covnsel for a party Complaining
;:z/aéﬁtﬁf S?::{rfe:en-,;'oaulg f;ave Zfa‘jl//cd but did not call tothe Frial Cow—f-':; wH'e;Zon ata
!  Could have been aveoided or Corrected by the 1rial court. W Shefer v. Wilson,
WL 395914 af * 5 (6+h Cir.Feb.4,2010).
State Stutfed

'me when Svch erro ]

% Appx THO 200 U. S App- Lexis 2452, 2010 Wk q
5 error and reviewed H-on it Merts. The Court neves

Ah an Opinion and Cr/t¥ed

fo. 07~ 328#-’4-}?5;#:3‘:.60 ~t Considered
Xn my case v NS

fewing Aron rs s, The +Fhe State Court came up w
e Pt thoy 2 :/Mered i1 onthe Merits of g-be error. Also under +he

+hey

law 5 +hat they reviewed and cons: A ’

J%Zn‘;/par/;p w{fhza}aapfm T;.s*-l- Jhe Stute couvrt never e/n‘-'anced +thes /)Nceduml Janction
lain ercor on it+3 Merits.

dered and reviewed the p )
cted my entire +rial with error afCanJ‘Z in/::na.ihliimensm/;'s becanse

54 . AArorrt +he Adverse witness about how ivgraph results was

since X did not have +he f"}n" ~fo Corrfro fo believe X waﬁdeccp#-ive. wf” Y Iaff%/ly oS

inaccvrate and vnreliable’ This cauvsed the Jury > X
a 'ﬁa-l'l' Tl‘la,l »
ina +he defuvi+ Cwill pesvit ip

tetting the +roth. This resvited in mz not havi .
I may also overcome a_ procedural defavi+ by demosirating that not excus: A
a fondamental miscarriage of justice N Coldman y. ThompSon, 5ol U-J. 722,150 (1991). x suppiemented
e oional Claim with a Colorable Showiig oF Stod innocence and Xom g innocent man Sulfering
o o titutional 1655 of Liberty. With th Confromtuztion of the pnrelizb Iy gnd inaccuracy ofdhe
h N)SXJI'/::M +he Jor wiuld /m,\:{e fount_ﬁﬁmi not ﬂ;”;?'f ::‘;: n/-;-z M) " ,;;"372{/ o{r %7;+zf’lao,-}e;irmp
; 7 réliable evidence Fhat was y 4 . v
B sy T gl et e 3 0 Rt e gl o, i
e oalvate me fr memtal 1ssves. T havea mental i 1iness Since X was a youth - This alse ".'“2/,6"“’*"
reason the polygraph +est Showed obvious error. flso < am besng preve mm/-';%;’y“' tocppial
post Convic Jo/?c.e—r'-i-h‘on b&cs.t;-g%-i;%%ial Judge ~¥ refusing to qive Fmd"y*f”p S and conclusions
of Law pursvu +4p O.R.C. o Als , . .
ohio ﬂ\#.,«e faw inclvding rvies of Evidence con resvit 10 +he Zmn-h{g of'a Writof Habeas Corpus
only i hey result in a denial of Fundamental fairness for violated dve process and +he
admission of Zo‘ljrgmph testimony does Fuil in +his Catagory becavse +he polygraph fes+ resvits were
not properly o itted under state law and was obviovs/y not reliable and not accurate.
Mé AHorney did not get o Contfront +headverse W/'-ﬁfeys.f on that becavse the +rial Court Fiiled
Hv Comply wiith rule - 2(c) of Ohis rvles of evidence. This had an impacton +rval and Cavsed me
4o not have a fair trial. This also impacted inpocents becavse tuith +//:2/ Corrfrorrfati
unreliabil ity and 1, of.* g be Jortetion of e
nreliabs n‘)z maccuracy of, he /aolyjmfh vits T wovld have been found net 9:/;'/747 1/ke my

Co-defendarnt Frankse tudsvn I

&muu‘e ‘f“\-&y Cons'
The atieged error has infe



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Evidentiary rulings do form +the basis For a Consti f ;

. : 4 +uvtional ¢ he

right +v Condrontatiof of Adverse witness in which polygraph eﬁ(acffna;;grﬁe'muwf/ 1he

+He Cth Amendment . Alsg improperly Copducted and pdm e Evidence. ean tmones

the Jury's verdict and +he r:z o+ 16 a Fair Frial which amova+ts +o Duecaﬁ;'mpad
Amendments and Fundamental Fa.rness am:ucne-i;{!-o

violation vnder +he 5thand (4+
DueIprocej:s' "f}’_’. I,hw,:@ Amerdr:;n-l-s are vnder +he U.S. Constitv¥ien.
arqued my rv co ontation ; ’ Atto :
get o cross eximine +he polygraph exm,hz/‘afgﬁsz aowu ﬂfi?&mﬂ gfvff.):-j;%gﬁ Al / d‘d net
loas Conducted m aivay +hat Jelded in an inaccurate resvi-becavse +he +rialc ou,{?f-/:f:ﬁgz{,' and
Comply w ith Ohio Rules of Evidence nrvie 702 (c). The polygraph e aminer asKed me am x &
Cittzen of canada. X Said yes which was, obviously no-l +rve a,ng-/-/;;: yes answer s sFond
Non f’eceph‘ve. This Con5'+{lu+/ona,/ right has been a/;fged inevery angle in the Stabe Covrts.
T+ coas reminded a,gcu'n in +he Habeas Corpus Pf‘ocedu ‘
The Ohio Svpreme Court Set out Conditions For al/aw,’nj pa/’ygt‘afh fest resvits in State of
ohio v. Sovel . Butalso in State of Ohjo V. Sovel the Ohio Suppeme Court also noted wi+h
apvoroval the Sentiments expressed [y +he Supreme Court Wyorm’nﬂ n Coullin v,., State
(Wyo.1997),565 F. 2d 445, " we seenoreasonwhy the polygreph expert Shovld be +reated
n more N (ctive manner than Other experts. That Fhe polygraph deals with mind and
body r ions Shovld not Svbsect i+ to exclusion from ConSiderd+ion any nwone +han Other
testimony of @ Seientific natvre, we have lang utilized the expertise of psychiatrists and
P&ycbolo b5 Ao Fornish advice and assistance +o +he Tury-fo explore +he mYmm es
m;nd w‘.z’ f‘e& €C+ +D men-l'a./ ;”/)6-9565 a_d\ade{énse, Mg,dlca, O[OC'I'?PJ are r‘eguiaﬁly Cal/ed +D
Pty as 4o imtricate coorkings oF +he body in Sensitive vestions of a Gemplex ph
Condition or Cause of death. Tt is he normal obligation of the frial T‘;‘/’ie o protect The Turors
From exposure to evidence which might mislead , regacdless of, whatever K ind of
Seientific evidence is under Scrunty « device of Cross - e.xamm‘guhon Soon Smokes
out the inept, 1he unlearned, +he inadeguate Seif - Styled expert.’, )
This means -proly r-a,/)h Experts testimo has+o Comply with Evidence rvie 702(c)cf
ohio rules of Evidencye under 195 Sc;e/-n-hﬁ;c M -/gre;[ fendart who wishes +otuke a palygra h
) ressed a detfen ’ p e
reme Court €xp “Hed 1o do So, Subsect only 1o broac/il/!cﬂm-ﬁ‘m
+est was improper!

Also in Sovel +he Ohio Sy -
oo ation andadmit +he resukts will be perm i
e o disallow the evidence ina particular Case f +he .
@.D.M:c'h 1972) 350 F. Supp.90- The Frial Tudge 1n myCase

at was (,omid'e,c/ X

J.S‘;Ga. /

in+he Frial Tud vide
Condvcted. Un’i+ed States v.. Ridling &
abused her diseretion by allowing i Ev:a;e,/rCe polyjr‘afh resSuvhs
way That Y;e,lded ‘nan inaccurate resuvit! ’ b testi bocavse of +he denial
:?llme Fedena! COU;Z- "’7 review the decision 1o admit 2 lygraph 7e imony
of Fundamental Fairness. . .
My +rial Atorney did not bave +he Chunce To Cross examing "-I-hefafyy!‘aph examinelon hocs the +est
and wa.s Ceondvcted ina way j,s-é ;_e,zé’geé/)m an inaccurate resSvit
(4

haZ{ obvious defectin reliabr 1

because the trial Covrt Fuailed 18 Cormply with Ohio rvles of Evi
The admiSSion Violated +he State s, rvie of evidence Concerning

+s Suffer a denial of Y ndamental fairness dvring my Frial.

_ There /s clear! e stubllshed Constitutional right implicated b)/ adm/ssion of polygraphevidence

in acCordance with +he relevamt rules of evidence .

Thore s Supreme Court precedent 1o Suppoct my claim . Tn +he state V. Sovel case rt states pol graph
exidence is fessentiall testimonial.Se (Schmerber V. California (n6c), 384 v.5. 757,764. This reans
+he Jory had +o rely onthe polygraph Expert Witness's Testimony. But T did not get o Confront +he

Adverse witness on how the polygreph +est had an obvious n ne/,u;/Z;y and was Conducted
n & woy +hat /v/e/c{ed inan inaccorate result; becavse the +rial Court did not comply with
evidente rule T62(c) oF ohio rvles of Evidence. Other Supreme Court precedent +hat can Svpport
Clzim 15 stated in Harsen v. Burten case. Habeas petitionens arens+ enti+led
cnlurious effect or influence indetermining +he

another any)e of
+o petief unless aderror 7 pad Substantial and

Tory's verdict\ Brecht V. Abrabamson, 507 0.5, €19, 637,113 3" of. 1710,123 L. Ed.2d 353 °(1993)
And pertitioner will prevar ! where 7a Federal Sudge ina hdbeas proceeding is in grave dovbt about
W hether a+rial error of Law of fedecal Jaw" 5u55+ari+/2c//y affecteda Tury“s verdict. ONeal
V. MchAnich 513 U.S. 432, 130 .. Ed. 24 947 (1995). The error of me not

, H3g, 115 S.ct. 992,
Jetting a fair frial Substantially affected my Jory's verdict,
There 15 also 6€%h Circuit procedent +o support another angle of my claim However we witl Grant federa,
Habeas Corpys On’y where d‘-PV;ol +ion ofa P/’:{_&,: enidentiar ‘ eV ‘NJ// / /

, ) X< . ; rule results inthe denial of fondemental
Fairness and m#fade/)/a!pﬁéfw process.” Cooper v. Sowders 837 F ad ;23:%237 C'g-f-a}; C‘f'ncuf';," 1238)

expert +e.r+fmany and cavsed me

[



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

; [amar Reese

Date: __April 26, 2022




